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ABSTRACT 

This document compiles the one-page state "snapshot reports" 
for the 2002 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) writing 
assessment at grade 8. In 2002, 44 states and 6 jurisdictions at grade 8 
participated in the writing assessment. Three states at grade 8 did not meet 
minimum school participation guidelines for reporting their results in 2002. 
Each participating jurisdiction receives its own customized state report. 
Within each state report the overall scale score and achievement level 
results are provided, in addition to student subgroup results. The 2002 NAEP 
program included state-level assessments in reading and writing at grades 4 
and 8, and national-level assessments in reading and writing at grades 4, 8, 
and 12, The state reports and their companion, "The Nation’s Report Card: 
Writing Highlights 2002," provide a look at the main results of the NAEP 2002 
writing assessment. (RS) 




Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 
from the original document. 
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The Nation's Report Card 


Alabama 


^““Writing 2002 


Grade 8 

Public School 



The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and 
persuasive writing-three purposes identified In the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. 



Overall JWritirig Results for Alabama 



o The average scale score for eighth-grade students In 
Alabama was 142. This was not found to be significantly 
different' from the average score (144) In 1998. 

o Alabama's average score (142) was lower than that of 
the nation's public schools (152). 

o Students' average scale scores In Alabama were higher 
than those in 6 juried ictions^ not significantly different 
from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32 
jurisdictions. 

o The percentage of students who performed at or above 
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This 
percentage was not found to be significantly different 
from 1998(17). 
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Rerformahce of Reporting Groups in Alabama 



Reporting groups 
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Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups 



o Female students in Alabama had an average score that 
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (19 points). 

o White students had an average score that was higher 
than that of Black students (23 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (21 points). 

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 
estimate for Hispanic students in Alabama. 

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (22 points). 



Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles 




* Percentage rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. 

* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. i Statistically significantly lower than 1998. 

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. 

* "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale 
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students, 
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information. 

Visit htt D://nces.ed.Qov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. 
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'Writing 2002 



American Samoa 
Grade 8 

Public School 






The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and 
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. 



bverali Writing Results for American Samoa 



The average scale score for eighth-grade students in 
American Samoa was 95. 

American Samoa's average score (95) was lower' than 
that of the nation's public schools (152). 

Students' average scale scores in American Samoa 
were lower than those in 46 jurisdictions* *. 

The percentage of students who performed at or above 
the NAEP Proficient level was 3 percent. The 
percentage of students who performed at or above the 
Basic level was 32 percent. 
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fPerformance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Americ 
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Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups 



Female students in American Samoa had an average 
score that was higher than that of male students (19 
points). This performance gap was not significantly 
different from that of the Nation (21 points). 

The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 
estimate for White students compared to Black 
students in American Samoa. 

The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic 
students in American Samoa. 

The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 
estimate for Students who were not eligible for 
free/reduced-price school lunch compared to students 
who were eligible in American Samoa. 



Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles 



Scale Score Distribution 

25 *^ 50 ^^ 75 ^^ 

Percentile Percentile Percentile 

American Samoa 66 I 94 I 122 I 

Nation (Public) 127 153 178 

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300 
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students 
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution 
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75 
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below 
178, while 75 percent of students in American Samoa scored 
below 122. 



it Percentage rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. 

* Significantly different from American Samoa. I Significantly higher than. 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public). 

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. 

* ’’Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale 
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students, 
which occurred In some states. See The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional Information. 

Visit http: //nc es. ed. g ov/nationsreportcard/state s/ for additional results and detailed information. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and 
persuasive writing-three purposes identified In the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. 



Overall Writing Results^ 



o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in 
Arizona was 141. This was not found to be significantly 
different’ from the average score (143) in 1998. 

o Arizona’s average score (141 ) was lower than that of the 
nation’s public schools (152). 

o Students’ average scale scores in Arizona were higher 
than those in 5 jurisdictions^ not significantly different 
from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32 
jurisdictions. 

o The percentage of students who performed at or above 
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This 
percentage was not found to be significantly different 
from 1998 (21). 
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Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Arizona 
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Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups 



Female students in Arizona had an average score that 
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (20 points). 

White students had an average score that was higher 
than that of Black students (13 points). This 
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (30 
points). 

White students had an average score that was higher 
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (26 points). 

Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (24 points). 



Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles 




# Percentage rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. 

* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. i Statistically significantly lower than 1998. 

’ Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. 

^ "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale 
scores. Performance changes across years should be Interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students, 
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information. 

Visit htt p://nces.e d.q ov/nationsreDortcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information. 

SOURCE: U.sT Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. 
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and 
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. 



Overall Writing Results for Arkansas "IK ! K 


Student Percentage ai Each Achievement Levei^^"^ 


0 The average scale score for eighth-grade students in 
Arkansas was 142. This was higher^ than the average 
score (137) in 1998. 

0 Arkansas' average score (142) was lower than that of 
the nation's public schools (152). 

0 Students' average scale scores in Arkansas were 
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions^ not significantly 
different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than 
those in 32 jurisdictions. 

0 The percentage of students who performed at or above 
the NAEP Proficient level was 19 percent. This 
percentage was greater than 1998 (13). 
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Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Arkansas ? 
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Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups 1 


Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles 


0 Female students in Arkansas had an average score that 
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o1 
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school lunch had an average score that was higher than 
‘ that of students who were eligible (19 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (23 points). 





* Percentage rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. 

* Significantly different from 2002. I Statistically significantly higher than 1998. I Statistically significantly lower than 1 998. 

^ Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. 

* "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale 
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students, 
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional Information. 

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcajd/slates/for additional results and detailed information. 

source Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. 
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and 
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. 



Overall Writing Results for California 



o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in 
California was 144. This was not found to be 
significantly different' from the average score (141) In 
1998. 

o California's average score (144) was lower than that of 
the nation's public schools (152). 

o Students' average scale scores in California were 
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions^ not significantly 
different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than 
those in 27 jurisdictions. 

o The percentage of students who performed at or above 
the NAEP Proficient level was 23 percent. This 
percentage was not found to be significantly different 
from 1998 (20). 
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Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in California 
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Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups || Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles 



Female students in California had an average score that 
was higher than that of male students (15 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (15 points). 

White students had an average score that was higher 
than that of Black students (29 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (20 points). 

White students had an average score that was higher 
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (30 points). 

Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 
that of students who were eligible (26 points). This 
performance gap was not significantly different from that 
of 1998 (33 points). 




# Percentage rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. 

* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1 998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1 998. 

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. 

^ "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). 

The results based on students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch in California do not include the district of Los Angeles. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale 
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students, 
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information. 

Visit http: //nces.ed. q ov/natlonsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. 
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